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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This document constitutes the Record of Decision (ROD) for the Imperial Project, an open-pit
gold mine proposed by the Glamis Imperial Corporation on public lands administered by the
Department of the Interior’s Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in eastern Imperial County,
California.  This ROD is prepared in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA), the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), and other applicable Federal
laws and regulations. 

After extensive analysis, public review and comment, and application of pertinent Federal laws
and policies, it is the decision of the Department of the Interior, based upon the recommendation
of the BLM, not to approve the plan of operations for the Imperial Project. This represents the
No Action alternative as described in the Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental
Impact Report (FEIS/EIR) published jointly by BLM and Imperial County on November 17,
2000. The FEIS/EIR is available online at http://www.ca.blm.gov/elcentro/imperial_project.html.

This decision is based upon the following key factors determined to be unique to this particular
proposal:

• the proposed project is located in an area determined to have nationally significant Native
American values and historic properties and would cause unavoidable adverse impacts to
these resources.

• the proposed project will result in unavoidable adverse impacts to visual quality in this
substantially undisturbed landscape.

• the impacts of the proposed project cannot be mitigated to the point of meeting the
statutory requirement in FLPMA that BLM must prevent “undue impairment” of the
public lands in the CDCA.

• the proposed project is inconsistent with the CDCA plan.
• the identified unavoidable and adverse environmental impacts resulting from the project

override the possible economic benefits that might be derived from the project.
• the proposed project fails to meet the overall statutory requirement in FLPMA that BLM

must prevent “unnecessary or undue degradation” of the public land resources.

The proposed project area, about 45 miles northeast of El Centro, California, and 20 miles
northwest of Yuma, Arizona, lies within the boundaries of the California Desert Conservation
Area (CDCA), designated by Congress in Section 601 of FLPMA as a region requiring special
management due to its nationally significant resources.  The proposed project, to be located on
1,571 acres of unpatented mining claims held by Glamis Imperial Corporation, would encompass
a mine and processing area, including open pits, waste rock and topsoil stockpiles, heap leach
pads, administrative and maintenance facilities, a precious metal recovery plant, haul roads, an
electrical substation, distribution lines, and associated facilities.  Up to 150 million tons of ore
would be mined and leached, and an additional 300 million tons of waste rock would be deposited
on the site under the proposal. 

http://www.ca.blm.gov/elcentro/imperial_project.html
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In making the determination that the proposed project area contains nationally significant Native
American values and historic properties, this ROD relies heavily upon the advice of the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, an official Presidential advisory organization.  The Council
advised the Secretary of the Interior on October 19, 1999, that the Indian Pass-Running Man
Area of Traditional Cultural Concern in which the project would be located is archeologically
significant and retains critical religious, historic, and educational importance to the Native
American tribes in the area.  The Council further advised that even if all feasible mitigation
measures identified were required as a condition of approval, the project would still result in
serious and irreparable degradation of the sacred and historic values in the area.  The Council
concluded that the project would effectively destroy the identified historic resources and
recommended denial of the project.  A copy of the Council’s letter is included as Appendix A of
this ROD.

In interpreting the legal authorities pertaining to this particular project, this ROD relies upon the
Department of the Interior Solicitor’s Opinion of December 27, 1999, which describes the nature
of BLM’s discretionary authority under the statutory standards of “undue impairment” and
“unnecessary or undue degradation” to proposed actions on the public lands in the CDCA.  A
copy of the Opinion is included as Appendix B of this ROD.

In addition to Glamis Imperial Corporation’s proposed action and the No Action alternative (not
to approve the plan of operations), the Department also considered West Pit, East Pit, and
Complete Pit Backfill alternatives.  Several other alternatives were considered initially but were
eliminated from detailed analysis in the FEIS/EIR, including alternative mine locations,
alternatives to relocate facilities, and alternative mining and processing methods.  The No Action
alternative is both the agency’s preferred alternative and the environmentally preferable alternative
as identified in the FEIS/EIR.

During the extensive environmental review process, the combined public comment periods
provided for approximately 11 months of public review.  A draft EIS/EIR on the project was
published in November 1996 for public review and comment through March 1997.  Based upon
public comments received, the November 1996 draft EIS/EIR was withdrawn and a new draft
EIS/EIR was prepared and published November 1997 for public comment through April 1998. 
Four public hearings were held to receive comments on the two drafts.  A public hearing on the
project was also conducted by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation in March 1999.  
Public comments on the FEIS/EIR were also accepted for 30 days.   Approximately 1,000
individual comments were received by BLM on the project during these comment periods.   These
comments were carefully considered and are addressed in the FEIS or in this ROD.

Since this was a joint environmental review process, BLM worked closely with Imperial County
in the EIS/EIR preparation.  As part of the environmental review process, BLM and Imperial
County consulted and coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Geological Survey, the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation (Lower Colorado Division), the Advisory Council on
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Historic Preservation, the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research, the California Department
of Conservation, the California Department of Fish and Game, the California State Office of
Historic Preservation, the California Native American Heritage Commission, the California
Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California,
and the Southern California Association of Governments.  In accordance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act, BLM also officially consulted with the Quechan Tribal
Council, Fort Yuma Indian Reservation.  In addition to correspondence from the Quechan Tribe
and verbal discussions and tours with Tribal members, BLM held three formal government-to-
government consultations with the Tribe: December 16, 1997; February 4, 2000; and November
27, 2000.

This ROD constitutes the final administrative decision of the Department of the Interior.

Additional information on this decision can be obtained from BLM’s El Centro Field Office, 1661
S. 4th Street, El Centro, California, 92243, telephone (760) 337-4400.
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DECISION

After extensive analysis, public review and comment, and application of pertinent Federal laws
and policies, it is the decision of the Department of the Interior, based upon the recommendation
of the BLM, not to approve the plan of operations for the Imperial Project.  This represents the
No Action alternative as specified in the FEIS/EIR published jointly by BLM and Imperial County
on November 17, 2000.

This decision is based upon the following key factors determined to be unique to this particular
proposal:

• the proposed project is located in an area determined to have nationally significant Native
American values and historic properties and would cause unavoidable adverse impacts to
these resources.

• the proposed project will result in unavoidable adverse impacts to visual quality in this
substantially undisturbed landscape.

• the impacts of the proposed project cannot be mitigated to the point of meeting the
statutory requirement in FLPMA that BLM must prevent “undue impairment” of the
public lands in the CDCA.

• the proposed project is inconsistent with the CDCA plan.
• the identified unavoidable and adverse environmental impacts resulting from the project

override the possible economic benefits that might be derived from the project.
• the proposed project fails to meet the overall statutory requirement in FLPMA that BLM

must prevent “unnecessary or undue degradation” of the public land resources.
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RATIONALE

The proposed project would cause significant and unavoidable adverse impacts to values of
critical importance to Native American Tribes. 

The proposed project would significantly damage the network of Native American trail segments
and related cultural resources associated with the nationally significant Indian Pass-Running Man
Area of Traditional Cultural Concern (ATCC) (see Figure 1 and Appendix D). The Indian Pass-
Running Man ATCC is recognized by the Department as having values of critical religious,
cultural, and educational importance to the Colorado River Indian Tribes, Ft. Mojave Indian
Tribe, and particularly the Quechan Tribe. Development and operation of the proposed gold mine
would significantly diminish the integrity and spiritual qualities of the ATCC as a place of
solitude, knowledge, and power to the tribes.

The proposed project would destroy portions of the Trail of Dreams, other trails, and related
ceremonial areas providing a spiritual pathway between Pilot Knob, 25 miles from the site, and
Newberry Mountain, 115 miles away.  The Quechan and the other tribes believe the project would
impair the ability to travel, both physically and spiritually, along the Trail of Dreams; to make
ceremonial use of the prayer circles, rock alignments, and other cultural features in the project
area; to gain protection from metaphysical dangers; and to continue to use the project area for
vision quests and teaching tribal youths about their culture.

In consideration of the scope and magnitude of the project’s potential impacts to critical Native
American values, BLM requested the advice of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 
The Council’s findings and recommendations were formally submitted to the Secretary on
October 19, 1999 (see Appendix A).  The Department has considered these recommendations and
concurs with the following Council findings: 1) the values of the ATCC are of premier importance
to the Quechan Tribe for sustaining their traditional religion and culture; 2) the ATCC has
retained sufficient integrity of setting, feeling, and association to remain a critically important area
for traditional uses; 3) the proposed mining operation would unduly degrade the ATCC; 4)
concerned individuals and the Quechan Tribe have consistently voiced their overwhelming
opposition to the project; and 5) mitigation measures proposed by Glamis Imperial Corporation
are not adequate to compensate for the loss of Native American values and historic properties if
the mining project were approved. 

Approval of the proposed project would not be in conformance with Executive Order 13007 on
Indian Sacred Sites.  The proposed project would not conform to Executive Order 13007 because
the project would destroy access to and the ceremonial use of sacred sites by the Quechan and
would significantly harm the integrity of sacred sites. While direct physical damage could be
reduced on some sites through mitigation proposed by Glamis Imperial Corporation, according to
the Quechan, the overall loss of the integrity of the ATCC and its spiritual value to the Quechan
could not be offset.  Further, the Quechan have stated financial or off-site mitigation measures 
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would not compensate for these adverse impacts.  This conclusion is supported by the Council,
the California State Historic Preservation Office, and the California Native American Heritage
Commission. 

Approval of the proposed project would result in disproportionate adverse impacts to Native
Americans, and thus would also not conform with Executive Order 12898 on Environmental
Justice. The Quechan have consistently expressed concern over the cumulative impacts of the
proposed project. When combined with the impacts from existing mines, interstate highway
development, and other land development in their traditional territory, the impacts of the
proposed project would result in an increase in the already significant loss of values to the
Quechan. Archaeological surveys and historic records over the past 20 years have documented
Native American values and historic properties lost to the Quechan as a result of various Federal
and State projects.  The Quechan have stated that other substantial unrecorded losses have also
occurred. 

The proposed project would cause significant and unavoidable adverse impacts to historic
properties determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. 

The proposed project would have an adverse effect on 55 historic properties determined eligible
for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, including the Indian Pass-Running Man
Area of Traditional Cultural Concern.  The eligible properties also include significant Native
American trail segments and other historic properties such as geoglyphs, rock rings, ceremonial
quartz and ceramic scatters, and cleared circles, both inside and outside the footprint of the
proposed project.  The eligible properties would be disturbed or destroyed through excavation of
the open pits and construction and operation of the leach pad, waste rock and soil stockpiles,
diversion channels, haul and access roads, and associated processing and support facilities.  In
addition to the direct physical effects, mining related noise and visual impacts of the project would
further diminish the quality of the eligible properties.  In its letter of July 21, 1998, the State
Historic Preservation Office has concurred with BLM’s determination of adverse effects
(Appendix D). 

Mitigation measures would reduce but not eliminate adverse effects to 23 of the 55 historic
properties determined eligible for the National Register of Historic Places.  In the November 1997
draft EIS/EIR, the project proponent modified the initial proposal to provide for mitigation of
adverse effects to these resources.  The company redesigned the mining plan to reduce impacts
including reduction in the heights of the waste rock and stockpiles as well as other design
modifications.  The company also agreed to undertake an archaeological data recovery program
to preserve archeological materials and compensate the Quechan through enhancement of the
existing Quechan heritage preservation program, including the acquisition and preservation of off-
site archaeological resources.   

However, the mitigation measures proposed by Glamis Imperial Corporation would not be
effective in reducing adverse effects on 32 of the 55 historic properties.  Even after implementing
the mitigation measures, characteristics relating to integrity of setting, feeling, and association,
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which qualify the properties for listing to the National Register of Historic Places, would be
irreversibly disturbed by mining activities: integrity of the Trail of Dreams, other prehistoric trails,
and related ceremonial areas would be impaired; the existing natural landscape would be
permanently altered; opportunities for solitude would be diminished; and the overall spiritual value
of the ATCC would be irreversibly damaged.  The Council, after reviewing the company’s
proposed mitigation measures and carefully evaluating the potential impacts, stated in its October
19, 1999 letter to the Secretary of the Interior (see Appendix A) that the mitigation measures
would “do little to reduce the devastating impacts on the historic properties and their environment
and fall short of compensating for the loss of traditional, religious, and cultural values of the
ATCC.”  The Department agrees with the Advisory Council’s conclusion.

The proposed project would cause significant and unavoidable adverse impacts to visual
quality. 

The project would result in significant long-term change to the area’s sensitive visual quality.  It
would, therefore, not conform to the CDCA plan’s applicable visual resources management
rating, which provides for the existing landscape character to be maintained (see Appendix C).

An open 880-foot deep East Pit, and 280-foot high waste rock stockpiles and heap would remain
as permanent substantial changes to the existing undisturbed natural landscape (see Figures 2 and
3).  The level of contrast would gradually diminish after backfilling of the Singer and West Pits,
regrading and replanting native vegetation, and overall reclamation of the site following
completion of mining. However, the substantial visual contrast would remain after final
reclamation is completed.

The project would result in significant visual impacts, specifically:  (1) disruption of the existing
landscape with new man-made land forms, including waste rock and leach piles which would be
100-150 feet higher than any existing natural features in the vicinity; (2) alteration of surface
color, texture, and vegetation cover on approximately 1,300 acres; and (3) adverse effects to a
landscape which includes Picacho Peak, Indian Pass, and other unique natural landmarks that are
also historically important to Native American culture and the general public. These visual
impacts would be clearly visible from the Indian Pass Road and other routes of travel in the
immediate vicinity of the project area.

The proposed project would permanently alter the character of a visually sensitive area.  The
factors that cause the project site to be sensitive to changes in visual quality include: (1) the
existing visual quality of the proposed project area and surrounding landscape is substantially
undisturbed; (2) the existing topography of gently sloping ground and low rolling ridges provides
little opportunity to screen or blend the project within the surrounding landscape; and (3) the 5-10
mile distance between the mine site and the surrounding mountains creates broad depth of field in
which the proposed project site is visible from various public vantage points.
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The overall effect of significant and unavoidable adverse impacts would cause undue
impairment to the CDCA.

The overall effect of significant and unavoidable adverse impacts on Native American values,
historic properties, and visual quality would significantly diminish the “scenic, scientific, and
environmental values” of the CDCA, values BLM is required by Section 601 of FLPMA to
protect.  Specifically, the Quechan Tribe’s ability to practice sacred traditions as an integral part
of the Quechan culture would be irreparably damaged; 55 traditional historic properties which are
eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, including the Running Man/Indian
Pass ATCC, would effectively be destroyed; and the scenic quality of  a substantially undisturbed
area would be irreversibly altered.  Despite efforts by Glamis Imperial Corporation to reduce
adverse impacts through mitigation, no effective means were found to prevent the significant level
of destruction to important CDCA values.  Finally, as stated earlier, approval of the project would
not conform with Indian Sacred Sites and Environmental Justice Executive Orders.  The severity
of these combined impacts would be so great, and of such scope and magnitude, that undue
impairment would result.

The proposed project would not be in conformance with the CDCA plan.    

The proposed project would not conform with the CDCA plan because the significant and
unavoidable adverse environmental impacts discussed in this ROD would exceed the maximum
level of impact allowed under the plan; thus, the project would result in undue impairment. 
Further, the scope and magnitude of these effects would be so great as to preclude consideration
of a plan amendment to permit the project. 

The CDCA plan’s multiple use guidelines and the minerals management provisions of the plan
would allow mineral development to be considered in this area.  However, no effective means of
mitigation were found to avoid significant and unavoidable adverse impacts.  Such impacts would
irreversibly and irretrievably harm important resources of an area designated in the CDCA plan in
1980 as Multiple Use Class L (Limited Use).  Multiple Use Class L is specifically intended for the
protection of  “sensitive, natural, scenic, ecological, and cultural resource values” and  provides
for “generally lower-intensity, carefully controlled multiple use of resources, while ensuring that
sensitive values are not significantly diminished.”  The proposed project would not achieve this
required level of protection.

The Multiple Use Class L designation appropriately fits this area based on the sensitive and
significant environmental resources in and around the proposed project site.  Because of the
identified significant resource values in this area, a plan amendment designating this area as
Multiple Use Class M (Moderate Use) or Multiple Use Class I (Intensive Use) would not provide
adequate protection and, thus, would not be warranted.  On October 27, 2000, the Department of
the Interior withdrew the project area and surrounding public lands, totaling 9,360 acres, from
further mining to protect recognized historic properties, Native American values, and the visual
quality of the ATCC; portions of  the Indian Pass Area of Critical Environmental Concern;  and
portions of the Indian Pass and Picacho Peak Wilderness Areas. 
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The Department reviewed the records of permitted mines in the CDCA in comparison to the
FEIS/EIR analysis of the proposed project.  Although BLM has previously approved other large-
scale gold mining operations in Multiple Use Class L areas, the unique combination of important
environmental factors discussed in this ROD set this proposed project apart from those other
projects. Six of the 12 existing CDCA mining operations were approved in Multiple Use Class L 
areas: America, Colosseum, Picacho, Morning Star, Castle Mountain, and Briggs mines (see
Appendix E).  Unlike the proposed project, no Native American values or historic property issues
(other than preservation of the historic mining activities at some of these sites) were identified
during project review for the American, Picacho, Morning Star, Colosseum, and Castle Mountain
mines.  Native American values or historic properties were identified at the Briggs mine; however,
the two identified historic properties were avoided and fenced by the mine operator as a condition
of approval of the plan of operations. All of the permitted mines, unlike the proposed project,
were located on sites previously disturbed by mining activity.  Even in the Briggs mine site, where
the evidence of previous mining activity was considered minor, the surrounding mountains were
close to the project site and reduced visual contrast to an acceptable level. 

The identified unavoidable and adverse environmental impacts resulting from the project
override the possible economic benefits that might be derived from the project.

It is the conclusion of the Department that the possible economic benefits that might be derived
from the project, as described in the FEIS/EIR and summarized below, do not overcome the legal
requirements to prevent undue impairment to public lands in the CDCA.

The Department recognizes the importance of developing public land resources and the economic
and social benefits that mining has on the local, regional, and national economies of the United
States.  Glamis Imperial Corporation estimates that the proposed project would generate up to
120 local job opportunities through the life of the project and would incur approximately $48
million in initial capital expenditures.  In addition, Glamis Imperial Corporation estimates that
there would be continuing capital expenditures of  $1.7 million per year and $26 million per year
in non-capital expenditures, including payroll. The proposed project would be required to pay
sales tax on all expenditures and pay local property taxes on mine assets.  All these effects are
possible economic benefits of the proposed project.

However, the mineral deposit involved in this proposed project by its nature requires considerable
surface disturbance to support operations.  The mineral deposit supporting the proposed project is
one of the lowest gold grades for open-pit, dump heap leach operations in the United States (see
Appendix F).  From Glamis Imperial Corporation’s estimates of an average reserve grade of 0.016
ounces of gold per ton, approximately 280 tons of rock would be mined, moved, processed, and
stored for each ounce of gold produced.  In addition, gold prices have fallen approximately 27
percent since the project was initially proposed in 1995.  A decrease from approximately $384 per
ounce in 1995 to an estimated $278 per ounce in 2000 has significantly reduced the potential of
this project to be economically sustainable.



Record of Decision for the Imperial Project Page 15

While it is the policy of the Department to consider the possible economic benefits of
development of public land resources, that consideration must be made in the context of all other
public land resource values, including environmental, historic, and other values.  In this case, the
overall adverse environmental impacts caused by the project would outweigh the possible
economic benefits to be derived from mining a mineral deposit with an average reserve grade of
0.016 ounces of gold per ton.

The proposed project would cause unnecessary or undue degradation to public lands.

As discussed, the significant and unavoidable adverse environmental impacts of the project would
result in “undue impairment” because approval of the project would not be in conformance with
the CDCA plan and a plan amendment is not warranted.   Further, it is determined that loss of the
identified scenic, scientific and environmental values to the people of the United States would
override the possible economic benefits that might be derived from the project.

By causing undue impairment to CDCA values, it is the conclusion of the Department that the
project would result in unnecessary or undue degradation to the public lands.
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ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED

A.  ALTERNATIVES TO THE PLAN CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

• Proposed Project (Glamis Imperial Corporation’s proposed plan of operations)
• West Pit Alternative
• East Pit Alternative
• Complete Pit Backfill Alternative
  
Each alternative assumes use of the same environmental protection and reclamation measures as
the proposed action. 

1.  Proposed Action

The proposed action, i.e., Glamis Imperial Corporation’s plan of operations as presented to BLM,
was to be located on 1,571 acres of unpatented mining claims and would encompass the mine and
processing area, including open pits, waste rock and topsoil stockpiles, heap leach pads,
administrative and maintenance facilities, a precious metal recovery plant, haul roads, an electrical
substation, distribution lines, and associated facilities.  Up to 150 million tons of ore would be
mined and leached, and 300 million tons of waste rock would be mined and deposited on the site.  
Specifically, the plan proposed to backfill and reclaim the Singer and West Pits and leave the 880-
foot East Pit open  (see Figure 3).  It also would create two waste dumps and a 280-foot heap
leach pad. 

The agency’s preferred alternative as identified in both the 1996 and 1997 EIS/EIR drafts was the
proposed action as presented by Glamis Imperial Corporation.  However, the agency preferred
alternative was changed to No Action in the November 2000 Final EIS/EIR, to reflect new
information concerning historic properties and Native American values.  In particular, information
concerning historic and archaeological resources identified during expanded field survey and
analysis in 1997, a report provided by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (see
Appendix A), and consultation with the Quechan Tribe substantially increased agency awareness
and understanding of  the importance of the site to Native Americans.  That new information was
a significant factor in the agency’s decision to change its initial preferred alternative to the No
Action alternative, and ultimately in the Department’s decision not to approve the Imperial
Project.

2.  West Pit Alternative

This alternative would create the least amount of total surface disturbance by mining only the
West Pit and Singer Pit.  Approximately one-third of the disturbance would be produced,
compared to the proposed action, or about 40 percent of the ore and 30 percent of the waste
rock.  Total surface disturbance would be reduced to approximately 853 acres, or about
63 percent of the total 1,362 acres disturbed under the proposed action. Only a small part of the
West Pit would be backfilled. The Singer Pit would not be backfilled, since the East Pit would not
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be mined. The south waste rock stockpile and the heap leach pile would be about the same height
as under the proposed action. Total project life for the West Pit Alternative would be about 10
years, compared to 20 years for the proposed action. 

This alternative would slightly reduce the total area of disturbance but would not eliminate
significant adverse impacts to Native American values, historic and archaeological resources, and
visual quality.  The density of historic or archaeological properties determined eligible for the
National Register of Historic Places is higher on the west side of the project area, and includes the
main trail segments and associated sites. This area would be disturbed under the West Pit
Alternative. The remaining waste rock stockpile and heap would be substantially the same height
and form as in the proposed action and would cause significant adverse impacts to visual quality,
even after mitigation.

3.  East Pit Alternative 

Under this alternative, the East Pit and Singer Pit would be mined, producing a total of about
67 percent of the mined rock produced under the proposed action, or about 60 percent of the ore
and 70 percent of the waste rock.  Total surface disturbance under the East Pit Alternative would
be reduced to approximately 1,126 acres, or about 83 percent of the total 1,362 acres disturbed
under the proposed action. The Singer Pit would be completely backfilled with waste rock from
mining the East Pit, and the East Pit would not be backfilled.  The south waste rock stockpile and
the east waste rock stockpile would still be about the same 300-foot height as the proposed
action, but the heap leach pile would be a height of 250 feet. Total project life would be
approximately 14 years, versus 20 years. Final reclamation might continue beyond the end of the
14 years. Indian Pass Road would not be relocated around the project mine and process area
under the East Pit Alternative.

The East Pit Alternative would disturb 40 percent less surface area than the proposed action. It
would not fully develop the identified mineral reserves. It would still require almost the same
projected capital and annual operating costs of the East Pit Alternative. Glamis Imperial
Corporation stated that this East Pit Alternative would not be an economically viable project, and
would not be profitable.

The elimination of the West Pit and reduction in size of the south waste rock stockpile under this
alternative would reduce the scope and magnitude of adverse impacts by avoiding the area of
highest historic or archaeological site density. However, significant Native American values and
historic properties would be destroyed under this alternative, including the overall integrity of the
Indian Pass-Running Man ATCC. Impacts to visual quality would be slightly reduced but would
also remain significant.

4.  Complete Pit Backfill Alternative

The purpose of this alternative was to evaluate the feasibility of complete backfill of all three
proposed pits.  All available waste rock would be used to completely backfill to at least the
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original grade. The East Pit would then be backfilled. Because mined rock occupies more volume
than unbroken rock, all the rock from the pit would not fit back into the same pit.  Surface
disturbance would not be reduced by the Complete Pit Backfill Alternative. Refilling the East Pit
could take more than four years, and cost $80 million to $100 million.  This alternative would
reduce the significance of adverse effects to visual resources by eliminating the waste rock
stockpiles and the open pit. The heap leach pad would still remain. This alternative would also
reduce the significant adverse visual effects to the Indian Pass-Running Man ATCC. The
alternative would allow the full amount of discovered ore to be mined. Glamis Imperial
Corporation states that the Complete Pit Backfill Alternative would not be an economically viable
project, and would not be profitable.

B.  ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED
ANALYSIS

Several other alternatives identified in the FEIS were not analyzed in detail.  These are
summarized below.

1. Alternative Mine Locations

One alternative was to construct and operate a mine at an entirely different location than the
proposed project area. However, such an alternative would fail to meet the objectives of the
proposed action,  to profitably recover the precious metals within the project site. Another
alternative included potential off-site locations for the mine facilities, pits, heap leach pad, and
waste rock stockpiles.  However, there was no environmental advantage to this alternative as the
disturbance would be greater in scope and equal in impact.

2.  Alternatives to Relocate Road, Water Wells, and Utility Corridors

Since these alternatives did not substantially decrease any of the significant adverse effects of the
proposed action, and because the cost would reduce conformance with the basic project
objectives, these were eliminated from any further consideration.

3.  Alternative Mining and Processing Methods

Although there are several variations on mining techniques, including underground mining or in-
situ mining, none are feasible in this type of ore body because the deposits necessary to support
such methods are not present.

Like mining, there are several potential alternative methods for processing ore other than cyanide
heap leach.  Considered were vat leaching, carbon in pulp, flotation, or a combination of these
processes.  None were technically feasible for the type of ore involved in the proposed project,
and were eliminated from consideration. 
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Opportunities for Public Involvement

The BLM, as the lead Federal agency, and Imperial County, as the lead State agency, diligently
involved the public throughout the joint Federal/State environmental review process.   In response
to Glamis Imperial Corporation submission of a mining plan of operations, BLM published a news
release and a  Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on March 24, 1995, announcing the
company’s mining proposal and the initiation of the NEPA process to prepare an EIS on the
project.  On April 5, 1995, Imperial County distributed its Notice of Preparation of an EIR
initiating the California Environmental Quality Act process. 

A Draft EIS/EIR was published on November 1, 1996 for public comment and review.  Public
hearings were held in La Mesa and Holtville, California.  After the initial 60-day public review,
BLM extended the public comment period twice, through March 24, 1997.  More than
425 written comment letters were received, and 49 people testified at the two public hearings. 
After a review of the comments received, the BLM and Imperial County jointly announced on
June 11, 1997 that a new Draft EIS/EIR for the Imperial Project would be prepared and
recirculated.

On August 1, 1997, BLM formally withdrew the November 1996 Draft EIS and announced its
intent to prepare another EIS for the Imperial Project. All comments on the 1996 draft were
treated as scoping comments for the revised Draft EIS/EIR.  Imperial County concurred in this
decision.  

A revised Draft EIS/EIR was published on November 28, 1997, and made available for public
review through January 27, 1998.  Public hearings were again held in La Mesa and Holtville,
California.  After the initial 60-day review, BLM extended the public comment period twice,
through April 13, 1998.  More than 541 comments were received, including public testimony at
the two public hearings.

An additional public hearing by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, a Presidential
advisory organization, was held in Holtville, California in March 1999.   That hearing focused on
the potential impacts of the project on cultural, historic, and archeological resources associated
with the Quechan and other tribes. 

BLM and Imperial County included in the FEIS/EIR, published on November 17, 2000, a
summary of all general comments received and details on all substantive public comments
received during two the public comment periods which cumulatively totaled approximately 10
months.   The agencies’ responses to all substantive comments received are included in that
document.

In addition, BLM also accepted public comments on the FEIS/EIR for 30 days, through
December 18, 2000.  A total of 24 comments were received.  Although many of the comments
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were general, i.e., supporting or opposing the project, and none of the comments contained
substantially new information, many raised issues seeking clarification or interpretation of data in
the FEIS or its supporting documents.  These issues were carefully considered in development of
this ROD and are summarized, along with BLM’s responses, in Appendix G.

Interagency/Intergovernmental Coordination

As part of the environmental review process, BLM and Imperial County consulted and
coordinated with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
the U.S. Geological Survey, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
(Lower Colorado Division), the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, the Governor’s Office
of Planning and Research, the California Department of Conservation, the California Department
of Fish and Game, the California State Office of Historic Preservation, the California Native
American Heritage Commission, the California Regional Water Quality Control Board, the
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, and the Southern California Association of
Governments.  In accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, BLM
also officially consulted with the Quechan Tribal Council, Fort Yuma Indian Reservation.  In
addition to correspondence from the Tribe and verbal discussions and tours, BLM held three
formal government-to-government consultations with the Tribe: December 16, 1997; February 4,
2000; and November 27, 2000.

Coordination with the County of Imperial

BLM and the County of Imperial jointly prepared all the environmental review documents under
the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act and the California Environmental Quality
Act.  The County’s draft EIR and BLM’s draft EIS were released concurrently for public review. 
The County’s role under the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 is to determine the
adequacy of the surface mining reclamation plan submitted by Glamis Imperial Corporation as
part of the mining proposal.  The Imperial County Planning and Building Department has taken no
action on the proposed reclamation plan, pending issuance of BLM’s decision regarding the plan
of operations. 
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Appendix A

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, 10/19/99 letter
and BLM letter to ACHP, 8/25/98
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Appendix B

Solicitor’s Opinion, Regulation of Hardrock Mining, 12/27/99
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Appendix C

Visual Resources Supporting Documents
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Appendix D

National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Documents
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National Historic Preservation Act
Description of Section 106 Review Process

An intensive, pedestrian inventory for and evaluation of cultural/archaeological resources was
completed for the proposed mine and process area, ancillary area, overbuilt 92 kV/34.5
transmission line corridor, and buffer areas.  During the inventory, which was conducted by KEA
Environmental with assistance by members of the Quechan Tribe, 88 sites associated with Native
American and/or EuroAmerican activities were identified.  Results of the inventory and evaluation
may be found in the report by KEA Environmental for the Bureau of Land Management (BLM),
which is titled, “Where Trails Cross: Cultural Resources Inventory and Evaluation for the Imperial
Project, Imperial County, California,” October 1997, and in the EIS/EIR.  

The resource sites were evaluated according to criteria of eligibility to the National Register of
Historic Places.  The criteria for eligibility are significance in American history, architecture,
archeology, engineering and culture; as well as integrity of location, design, setting, materials,
workmanship, feeling, and association; and (A) association with events that have made a
significant contribution to the broad patterns of our history, or (B) association with the lives of
persons significant in our past, or (C) embodiment of the distinctive characteristics of a type,
period, or method of construction, or representation of the work of a master, or possession of
high artistic values, or representation of a significant and distinguishable entity whose components
may lack individual distinction, or (D) yield or potential to yield information important in
prehistory or history.

Properties evaluated for eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places may reflect
significance in architecture, history, archeology, engineering, and culture.  One kind of cultural
significance refers to the beliefs, customs, and practices of a living community of people that have
been passed down through the generations, usually orally or through practice, and that are
important in maintaining the continuing cultural identity of the community.  Like any other
property, a traditional cultural property is evaluated against the standards for integrity and four
basic National Register Criteria.  

Quechan tribal members identified the project vicinity as a traditional cultural property.  They
emphasized that the project vicinity is extremely important to their cultural values and integrity,
and any destruction of the area would result in destruction of their present and future heritage. 
An area defined by the distribution of Native American trail segments and other cultural features
including geoglyphs, broken quartz, broken ceramic pots, and cleared circles, and which included
the project area,  was identified as the Indian Pass-Running Man Area of Traditional Cultural
Concern (ATCC).  

The California State Historic Preservation Officer concurred with BLM that the ATCC met criteria
for eligibility to the National Register.  The ATCC was designed to focus on the undertaking and
the Area of Potential Effect (APE), as identified in the KEA report,  which was defined as the
power line access rights-of-way and one-quarter of a mile on all sides of the footprint of the
project. 
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Appendix E

Comparison of Permitted Mines within Multiple Use Class L (Limited Use) Areas
of the California Desert Conservation Area
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Mine Operator County/
Area

Date of
Approval
/
Closure

Evidence of
Previous
Mining
Activity

Mine Facility
Physiography

Native American/NRHP
Issues 

America Mine America Mine Joint
Venture

San Bernardino
Bullion Mountains
BLM POO-Yes

1984
1988

Yes mine-mountains
waste dumps-
mountains
leach pads- slope

No 

Colosseum Mine Bond Gold San Bernardino
Clark Mountains
BLM POO-Yes

1986
1992

Yes mine-mountains
waste dumps-
mountains
tailings- mountains

No

Picacho Mine Glamis Gold Imperial County
Picacho Mountains
BLM POO-Yes

1986
1998

Yes mine-mountains
waste dumps-
mountains
leach pads- slope

No

Morning Star
Mine

Vanderbuilt Gold
Corp.

San Bernardino
Southern Ivanpah
Range
BLM POO-Yes

1986
1990

Yes mine-mountain
waste dumps-foothills
leach pads-foothills

No

Castle Mountain Viceroy Gold San Bernardino
Castle Mountains
BLM POO-Yes

1990
--

Yes mine-mountains
waste dumps-
mountains
leach pads-slope

No 

Briggs Mine Canyon Resources Inyo County
Panamint
Mountains
BLM POO-Yes

1996
–

Yes (minor) mine-mountains
waste dumps-
mountains
leach pads-slope

Yes, but plan of
operations modified
to avoid substantial
impacts
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Appendix F

Deposit Grade and Reserve Comparisons, U.S. 
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Deposit Grade and Reserves Comparison
for various gold deposits in the United States*

DEPOSIT PROCESSING
MODEL

TONNAGE
(1,000 tons)

AVERAGE
RESERVE

GRADE
(Ounce/Ton)

RECOVERY
RATE

OUNCES RECOVERED

North Star-NV Dump Leach 1,000 0.015 65% 9,750

Pinson-NV Dump Leach 1,300 0.029 93% 35,061

Getchell-NV Dump Leach 1,900 0.026 75% 37,050

Yankee-NV Dump Leach 2,000 0.045 70% 63,000

Picacho-CA Dump Leach 2,900 0.038 75% 82,650

Kinsley-NV Dump Leach 3,400 0.032 75% 81,600

Gold Quarry-NV Dump Leach 3,500 0.016 65% 36,400

Mac-NV Dump Leach 5,400 0.014 65% 49,140

Pete-NV Dump Leach 6,400 0.026 65% 108,160

Dee-NV Dump Leach 8,300 0.025 72% 149,400

Tusc-NV Dump Leach 8,700 0.019 65% 107,445

Bald Mountain-
NV

Dump Leach 11,400 0.076 75% 649,800

Bear Track-NV Dump Leach 22,800 0.034 75% 581,400

Golden Sun-NV Dump Leach 32,400 0.026 75% 631,800

Post/Betze-NV Dump Leach 33,900 0.020 90% 610,200

Twin Creeks-NV Dump Leach 40,900 0.024 65% 638,040

Mesquite-CA Dump Leach 52,800 0.021 70% 776,160

Rand-CA Dump Leach 55,200 0.023 75% 952,200

Imperial
Project-CA 

Dump Leach 95,200 0.016 80% 1,216,000

Round Mtn-NV Dump Leach 254,400 0.020 55% 2,798,400

*Table modified from Roger Haskins, Senior Mining Law Specialist, Bureau of Land Management,
Washington, DC (1998)
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Appendix G

Responses to Comments on FEIS



Record of Decision for the Imperial Project Page 86

Public Comments to Final EIS/EIR (Significant Issues Raised and Department/BLM
Response)

Of the 24 comments received by BLM on the FEIS, most voiced general opposition to the
proposed project and supported the No Action alternative.  A few voiced general or specific
support of the project.  Of those addressing specific issues, either positive or negative to this
decision, the following were identified as significant and warranting description and response by
the Department of the Interior and BLM.

Issue: The California State Native American Heritage Commission, an official State agency,
endorsed the No Action alternative, citing adverse effects to sensitive Native American
archeological and cultural resources.  Response: The resources specified in the Commission’s
letter were recognized in the FEIS and are noted in the ROD as rationale for the decision not to
approve the project.

Issue: A number of comments cited the newly published BLM mining regulations (43 Code of
Federal Regulations, Part 3809) as supporting authority for denying the project.  Response: While
the final regulations were published on November 21, 2000, they do not become effective until
January 20, 2000 and, therefore, cannot be used as a basis for this decision.

Issue: Two comments addressed the  issue of the strategic importance of gold as a decision factor.
Comments stated that gold is currently not listed as strategic mineral and should have no impact on
BLM’s decision.  Response: Gold’s strategic mineral status was not specifically addressed in the
FEIS/EIR. However, the ROD discusses the conclusion of the Department that significant and
unavoidable adverse environmental impacts outweigh the possible economic benefits of gold
mining under the proposed project.  As the comments indicate, gold is not currently listed as a
strategic mineral by the Defense National Stockpile Center of the Department of Defense. 

Issue: Two letters from the Quechan Tribe provide substantial information about the history of the
Tribe and an official, government-to-government statement that the mine would “damage sacred
sites and trails . . . .”  Response: This information is considered to be consistent with the Tribe’s
earlier cultural data provided to BLM, already contained in the FEIS, and is reflected in the ROD.

Issue: The Quechan Tribe also presented further information that the proposed project interferes
with the Tribe’s First Amendment rights regarding their ability to practice their traditional religion. 
The Tribe disagrees with the Solicitor’s Opinion of December 27, 1999, and its interpretation of
this issue in context of the Lyng case, and requests this issue be used in the ROD to deny the mine. 
Response: The Department and BLM have reviewed the legal information and citations provided
the Tribe, and conclude that the interpretation in the December 27, 1999 Opinion is still accurate
and represents the Department’s legal position in this matter.

Issue: Comments indicated that the Imperial Project would not be consistent with the current
management direction provided in the Northern and Eastern Colorado Desert Plan (NECO).
Response: Because NECO will not likely be completed before the second half of 2001, any
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application of NECO to the proposed project would be premature, and NECO is not used in this
decision.

Issue: Several comments requested that the decision be signed by the “highest level” possible so
any challenges can be addressed quickly in Federal Court.  Response: Given the nature and
importance of this decision, and considering the Department of the Interior’s trust responsibility to
Native American tribes, the Secretary has decided to sign the ROD.

Issue: Several comments noted the withdrawal of 9,360 acres (which includes the proposed
project) by Secretarial Order on October 27, 2000 and stated it should be a factor in the decision. 
Response:  The withdrawal is a separate agency decision and does not substantially affect existing
claims in this area on which the Glamis Imperial proposed mining project is based.  Therefore, the
withdrawal cannot be a rationale for this decision.

Issue: Comments requested that BLM’s visual resources policy documents be included in the
ROD.  Response: Supporting documentation on visual resources is included in the appendices of
the ROD.

Issue: Several comments requested that the entirety of the FEIS/EIR be attached to the ROD;
other comments requested specific sections be attached, including section 6.2 regarding
impairment of CDCA values. Response: The attachment of the FEIS/EIR to the ROD is not
necessary as the ROD is the decision document issued as a result of the analysis in the FEIS/EIR.
The FEIS/EIR was prepared as a tool to assist in the decision making process. Copies of the
FEIS/EIR may be obtained from BLM, subject to availability, or may be accessed on the Web at
http://www.ca.blm.gov/elcentro/imperial_project.html.

Issue: Several comments challenged the conclusion of the FEIS/EIR that no significant cumulative
impacts would result from the proposed project.  One comment specifically identified the need to
consider potential cumulative impacts such as the future development of the new Town of Felicity. 
Response: With regard to the first statement, BLM agrees, and this ROD reflects consideration of
the combined adverse impacts to Native American values, historic properties, and visual quality. 
As for the proposed Town of Felicity, the development is too speculative at the present time to
consider in this ROD.

Issue: One comment indicates that the Section 106 process was not completed in a manner
consistent with the regulations in Part 800 of Title 36 of the Code of Federal Regulations. 
Response: BLM followed the requirements of the 1991 Programmatic Agreement with the
California SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation; adhered to its responsibilities
to consult with tribes on a government-to-government basis; followed the MOU with the
California Native American Heritage Commission; and applied the requirements of  the Sacred
Sites Executive Order.  The SHPO concurs with BLM’s consideration of Section 106 and its
determination of adverse effects (see Appendix D).
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Issue: A comment indicated that BLM had not consulted with the necessary tribes because the
Quechan Tribe is only one of several Yuman speaking tribes that use the area.  Response: During
the collection of the ethnographic data for the EIS/EIR and according to applicable Federal
government records, the Quechan Tribe is explicitly identified as the federally recognized tribal
government in this particular area.  However, other affected tribes were notified by BLM of the
project, testified at the Advisory Council’s public hearing in Holtville in support of the Quechan,
and deferred to the Quechan as the tribal contact with BLM regarding the project.

Issue: One comment stated that the BLM’s designation of the Indian Pass-Running Man Area of
Traditional Cultural Concern (ATCC) was an administrative determination of BLM and did not
represent the entire spectrum of Native American concerns.  Response: The ATCC was a
collaborative determination of the Quechan and BLM.  It was identified to provide a basis for
analysis in the EIS/EIR of potential effects of the proposed project on sacred sites.  The Quechan
and BLM understood that the ATCC did not include the entire spectrum of Native American
concerns but was of sufficient scope to provide a reasonable basis of analysis. The SHPO
concurred with the ATCC as a reasonable approach.  

Issue: One comment questioned whether, given a 60-year hiatus in use of the Trail of Dreams, if a
mine with the life of 20 years would constitute an unresolvable adverse effect, particularly
considering that Interstate 10 crosses the trail.  Response: The Tribe did not say that its members
have not used the area for 60 years, only that they have not used the area regularly during that
period.   Further, the Quechan have consistently expressed concern over the cumulative impacts of
development, such as Interstate 10, on their traditional cultural values.

Issue: Comments raised the issue of environmental justice if the project were approved.
Response: The FEIS/EIR discussed applicability of Executive Order 12898 on Environmental
Justice.  Although the FEIS/EIR suggests the proposed project is consistent with Executive Order
12898, the Department’s decision not to approve the project is based in part on the finding of
disproportionate adverse impacts to the Quechan as further discussed in this ROD.

Issue: A comment stated that the cultural and religious factors to the Quechan should stand alone
as a rationale for denial.   Response:   The decision of the Department not to approve the project
is based on consideration of the combined environmental impacts of the project compared to the
possible economic benefits of mining under the project in light of applicable statutory standards.
The environmental effects to the Native American values, historic and archaeological resources
and visual quality are closely interrelated.

Issue: Comments stated that the proposed Imperial Project is different from other gold mines
previously approved by BLM in the CDCA.  Response: The Department reviewed the records of
permitted mines in the CDCA in comparison to the FEIS/EIR analysis of the proposed project.  
The comparison demonstrates that the proposed project involves a unique combination of
environmental conditions not present in other mines (see Appendix E). 
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Issue: One comment cited outdated information in the FEIS/EIR, mostly pertaining to dates and
other supporting data (including formal government to government consultations conducted with
the Quechan Tribe) referenced in the document and requests correction of those dates in the ROD.
Response: The Quechan consultation dates have been updated and included in the ROD, as well as
dates pertaining to the Indian Pass withdrawal. 

Issue: One comment stated that BLM has underestimated the significance of the Native American
values and historic properties at the project site.  Response: The ROD directly quotes the
Council’s views on this matter.  The ROD also relies on the Council’s determination that this area
contains nationally significant historic properties and Native American values as one of the basic
rationales for the decision not to approve the project.

Issue: A few comments, both for and against the proposed project, asserted that the Solicitor’s
Opinion of December 27, 1999, provides a basis for denial of other mining operations, both in the
California Desert and throughout the West.  Response: The Solicitor’s Opinion was specifically
requested by BLM to address the proposed Glamis Imperial project and its location in a Multiple
Use Class L area of the California Desert Plan and an Area of Traditional Cultural Concern with
the significant historic properties and Native American values documented as present at the site. 
However, determining whether the legal analysis of the Opinion may be applicable to other sites is
beyond the scope of this ROD.

Issue: One comment takes issue with the conclusion of the Solicitor’s Opinion that the Section
106 process under the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) is not intended to impose
substantive obligations on BLM (see p. 18, footnote 22 of the Opinion) and asserts that a recent
court decision (Muckleshoot v. US Forest Service, 1999) interprets this authority more accurately. 
Response: The Department has reviewed the referenced court decision and has determined the
Solicitor’s Opinion represents the legal position of the Department in this matter. The Federal
Land Policy and Management Act, not the NHPA, was the primary legal authority on which the
Solicitor based his conclusion that BLM has authority to deny approval of a plan of operations
within the CDCA if the plan would impair other resources unduly and no reasonable measures are
available to mitigate that harm.

Issue: One comment asserted that the Solicitor’s Opinion represents a “new rule” directing a BLM
decision and exceeds the statutory authority and intent of the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act and the California Desert Protection Act.  It further asserts that any decision to
deny the mine would be inconsistent with the agency’s longstanding practice involving mine
development projects in the CDCA.  Response: The Department has reviewed the information
provided and disagrees with the commenter’s interpretation.  The United States District Court for
the District of Southern California has already rejected the argument that the Solicitor’s Opinion
directs BLM to make a particular decision.

Issue: Some comments stated that the lack of economic benefits of mining must be a rationale for
denial.  Response: It is not the policy of the BLM or the Department to determine whether a
business is to be judged by its value to the economy.  Rather it is the policy to consider the
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possible economic benefits of development of public land resources in the context of all other
public land resource values, including environmental, historic, and other values. In this case, the
overall adverse environmental impacts of mining a mineral deposit with an average reserve grade
of 0.016 ounces of gold per ton were found to outweigh the possible economic benefits to be
derived from the proposed project.

Issue: Several comments raised hazardous materials related  issues about the project.  
Response:  The FEIS/EIR addressed these issues adequately and the proponent, if authorized,
would be required to comply with all applicable State and Federal laws pertaining to hazardous
materials.
 
Issue: One comment raised the issue of a pending lawsuit regarding the Endangered Species Act
filed against BLM by the Center for Biological Diversity and others, and questions whether that
suit affects the Indian Pass area.  Response:  While the complaint filed by the Center addresses the
entire CDCA, it does not specifically cite the Indian Pass area (including the proposed mining
project).  The settlement agreements filed with the court as of the date of this ROD do not involve
the Indian Pass area.

Issue: Some comments challenged the adequacy of the FEIS/EIR, stating that the FEIS/EIR does
not support project approval or approval of alternatives other than No Action.  Response: The
decision of the Department is not to approve the project. The FEIS/EIR supports this decision.
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